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Abstract 
The CIVITAS Initiative supports implementation and evaluation of sustainable mobility measures. Using CIVITAS documents 
and data from semi-structured interviews with 25 cities, we analyze the contribution of CIVITAS to improvement of policy 
documents at the city level. We further suggest and develop an Index of Policy Environment to describe the cities and to verify 
whether the composition and quality of strategies and policy documents as well as the ways of communication with key 
stakeholders influence implementation and impacts of different sustainable transport measures.  
Our findings indicate that policy environment influences the implementation process of sustainable mobility measures though the 
effect is not fatal and usually does not prevent the measure implementation. According to some findings, transport modes might 
have different sensitivity to particular aspects of policy environment.  
© 2014 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B. V. 
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Keywords: CIVITAS Initiative, decision-making process, transport policy documents, Index of Policy Environment, sustainable mobility 
indicators 
1. Introduction 
The CIVITAS Initiative is a flagship of the European Commission activities regarding support of innovative 
sustainable mobility measures in urban areas. Three CIVITAS editions have been completed since 2002: CIVITAS I 
(2002-2006), CIVITAS II (2005-2009), and CIVITAS Plus (2008-2012), with over 800 measures supported worth 
more than 200 million EUR1. CIVITAS Plus 2 edition is currently taking place (2012-2016). Policy issues, awareness 
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raising and involvement of stakeholders are topics that have been urgently targeted in this European initiative. Their 
importance is confirmed by cities themselves and by analyses of barriers to planning and implementation of 
sustainable measures. 
In CIVITAS I, a lack of efficient planning was identified as the most serious barrier to successful implementation 
of CIVITAS measures: the overall objectives of a relevant strategy towards sustainable mobility should be better 
highlighted; more effort is needed in monitoring, evaluating and interpreting the outcomes; and better communication 
with citizens is required (METEOR, 2006). 
CIVITAS II reported the following policy-related barriers to efficient implementation of measures: local elections 
and policy changes, strong lobbying, politicization of the discussion, sensitivity of certain issues, and low publicity of 
certain topics (GUARD, 2010). 
Experience of CIVITAS Plus was analyzed above all by the POINTER project. The POINTER project (2013), a 
support action to support cities and the EC with the monitoring and evaluation of the whole CIVITAS Plus action, 
pointed out that political support represents a very important barrier especially in the preparation phase of measures. 
Another conclusion stated the importance of involvement of the right stakeholders from the public / business / 
institutions in all stages. This is often linked to the involvement of local government / politicians. Measures that are 
subject to public debate (for example because of tax and pricing policies or because they are contrary to public opinion, 
attitudes, etc.) are extremely sensitive to political situation and therefore to (lack of) political support. It also appeared 
that a lack of political support may lead to a lack of proper funding for the measure (POINTER, 2013). 
CIVITAS Plus cities were facing political barriers more often for certain kinds of measures. They are access and 
parking management measures (51% of the barriers are political related), measures on freight and logistics (33% of 
the barriers), and traffic management and control measures (27% of the barriers). Planning barriers dominated in public 
transport measures (42% of the barriers are planning related), cycling and walking measures (39% of the barriers) and 
access and parking management measures (35% of the barriers); for more see POINTER (2013). 
As the findings of the finished CIVITAS editions emphasize importance of planning, decision-making and 
communication with stakeholders, it is important to analyze how the CIVITAS Initiative contributes to these factors 
and – on the contrary - what is the role of these factors on CIVITAS measures implementation and their impacts. The 
aim of this paper is to analyze the contribution of CIVITAS Plus action to improvement of policy documents at the 
city level. Furthermore, we try to compare the so-called ‘policy environment’ among CIVITAS Plus cities and the 
influence of this factor on the success of implementation of CIVITAS Plus measures. 
The structure of the paper is as follows: Chapter 2 summarizes the methodology used, Chapter 3 describes the data 
used, Chapter 4 demonstrates improved planning in CIVITAS Plus cities, and Chapter 5 provides the results of 
calculations and regression analysis of the Index of Policy Environment. Chapter 6 discusses the main challenges of 
the analysis and needs for further research. The last chapter concludes. 
2. Methodology of policy assessment under CIVITAS Plus action  
Our research question is ‘what is the role of policy environment and its impacts on sustainable transport measures 
implementation’. We consider the policy environment as being affected by local policy-related factors such as 
structure and quality of policies, decision-making processes, the time dimension of set goals, planning of financial 
and human resources and communication with stakeholders. 
Policies create a central part of our analysis. A policy can be defined as a set of government statements and actions 
that are designed to influence people’s behavior in order to achieve a desired outcome (towards sustainable mobility). 
We define a supportive (or enabling) policy environment as one in which: 
 
x Long-term goals are carefully planned and precisely defined (using quantifiable goals) and indicators of their 
achievement are monitored; 
x The policy documents are regularly updated; 
x Financial and human resources are carefully planned to meet strategic goals; and 
x The policy formulation process is characterized by good planning principles and broad participation of 
stakeholders using a wide range of tools involving the public. 
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Planning is a complex system with a lot of interactions and factors. We consider the whole policy-making cycle 
when defining policy environment. The following figure shows the interdependences of the dimensions of policy 
environment during the policy-making cycle. 
 
Fig. 1. Dimensions of policy environment and the policy cycle. 
The presented policy assessment methodology applied to CIVITAS Plus cities2 consists of two steps: (i) qualitative 
analysis of planning and decision-making processes towards sustainable mobility at the city level, and (ii) quantitative 
analysis of policy environment. The first step compares policy situation, above all policy documents used in the 
analysed cities. Its results are described in Chapter 4. The second step is developed with the aim to measure the degree 
to which the policy environment in a particular city supports sustainable mobility. It is based on a newly formulated 
Index of Policy Environment (IPE) and is described in Chapter 5. 
The IPE focuses on how the policy environment in a particular city supports sustainable mobility planning. It is 
designed to reflect the status of planning documents, as well as the process of planning, including communication with 
stakeholders. The IPE might be used as (i) an indicator of the current status of the policy environment including the 
strongest and weakest elements in a city; and also as (ii) a tool for evaluation of impacts of policy-related issues on 
implementation of sustainable measures. 
The IPE is constructed to reflect important factors of planning and decision-making processes. It is composed of 
two parts – planning and decision-making indicators and indicators of communication with stakeholders. They include 
ten indicators, which can be described as follows: 
 
1. The structure, comprehensiveness and composition of different levels of planning; this indicator explains if the 
main areas of sustainable mobility3 are targeted in cities´ policy documents like general traffic plans – plans of 
different transport infrastructures, land use plans / master plans or various action plans. It is measured by the 
number (existence) of different policy documents. Policy documents create a hierarchical system with the 
overall (city) strategy at the top and specific operative policy documents (action plans) at the bottom. Our 
assumption is that the higher the number of documents covering different decision-making levels (‘policies on 
 
 
2 CIVITAS Plus cities are: Funchal, Monza, Skopje, Aalborg, Tallinn, Gorna Oryahovitsa, Craiova, Porto, Brno, Ústí nad Labem, Bologna, 
Perugia, Brescia, Gent, Utrecht, Bath, Brighton and Hove, Gdansk, Ljubljana, Vitoria-Gasteiz, Szczecinek, Donostia - San Sebastian, Iasi, Coimbra, 
Zagreb. 
3 Among the main topics of sustainable mobility under CIVITAS belong e.g. parking policy, mobility management, sustainable energy, traffic 
safety, public transport services, urban freight transport, green infrastructure, noise reduction, etc. 
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paper’) and sustainable mobility topics, the better the policy environment. If one policy document includes more 
different decision-making levels or topics (e.g. in an appendix, etc.), they are calculated separately. 
2. Integration of different documents and sector relationships included in one document (measured by the existence 
of an integrated transport sectoral document / Sustainable Urban Mobility Plan, SUMP). The transport policy is 
the key strategic sectoral policy document (Wefering et al., 2013); our assumption is that such a document 
should ideally be elaborated in every city, as it integrates all aspects of transport development and transport-
related issues and allows better synergies among different goals and documents. That is why its existence 
contributes to a better policy environment. 
3. Whether cities rely not only on expert opinions but also on a systematic model-based approach – it is measured 
by the indicator of regular use of a transport model. Transportation models help bringing arguments and data 
for decision-making processes, elaboration of policy documents and assessment of impacts of suggested 
measures. We assume that the existence of modelling and quantitative-based arguments improves the policy 
environment (and increases the value of the IPE). 
4. Whether cities also stress strategic planning, i.e., whether there are visions for a time horizon beyond 2020. A 
longer time planning horizon contributes to concentration of resources on real priorities, may increase the chance 
to get funds, and guarantees planning continuity and better solving of focused transportation problems. Long-
term planning is also an indivisible part of sustainable transport development planning (Verron et al., 2005). 
5. Whether local governments rule in a relatively stable political environment. In cities where the policy 
representation changes often (i.e., at an interval shorter than the usual four years of the electoral cycle), more 
discontinuity in the planning and measure implementation may be expected. Therefore, more elections than the 
regular ones decrease the value of the IPE. 
6. Whether a city has a financial plan for transportation measures for a longer period. Successful implementation 
of measures and achievement of goals requires allocation of financial resources and their availability in a longer 
time period. That is why a better policy environment is connected with a structural, consistent, and long-term 
approach to financial planning. 
7. Whether a city has a human resources plan. A better policy environment is connected with a structural, 
consistent, and long-term approach to human resources planning. 
8. Active communication with local politicians. This indicator is crucial as local politicians may play an important 
role in successful implementation of measures and their funding. 
9. Communication with different stakeholders, preferably using different communication approaches, is covered 
as well, as people and communities need to be fully engaged in the decision-making process of sustainable 
transportation and to be empowered to participate (Dobranskyte-Niskota et al., 2007). This indicator is measured 
by the number of ways in which the public is informed about CIVITAS Plus projects/sustainable mobility 
measures. The more public involvement, the better the policy environment. As Kelly et al. (2004) wrote in the 
GUIDEMAPS project: “It has been increasingly recognized that communities would support transport schemes 
more readily if they were more actively involved in designing them. They would better understand the need for 
the project and perhaps be more willing to accept compromises, and they would be able to suggest ways in 
which the proposals could be better adapted to meet their local needs. In short, they would ‘own’ the scheme, 
instead of regarding it as having been ‘imposed’ on them from above”. Litman (2011) stresses that a variety of 
methods to involve and engage the public is important (not only the quality but also the variety of approaches 
towards the public). 
10. How the existing documents are updated – whether there is a regular update after a certain time or whether a 
policy is replaced with a new document when its validity expires. 
 
Table 1 below summarizes the presented indicators and what values they can attain. 
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Table 1. Calculation of indicators of the Index of Policy Environment. 
Indicator Values Comments 
Number of policies and strategies 0 to 7 The number of policies and strategies that a city has developed. These include: a general 
city strategy, a transport policy, general plans (for public transport, cycling and walking), 
action plans and other relevant documents. If the general plans are a part of another 
strategy, we count them separately. It is assumed that a city with a number of valid and 
interlinked policies is usually active. Therefore more documents elaborate different parts of 
transport policy in more details or give specific directions for a certain policy area. But it 
can be also an overarching document, such as a sustainable urban mobility plan with 
specific annexes (local cycling strategy, charter for support of walking etc.). To ensure 
cross-sectoral links it is hardly possible to elaborate all directions and policies into one 
piece of document. That is why we assume there should be at least a few of them (land use 
policy, transport policy, specific master plans), all this beside a general city development 
strategic plan.    
Existence of a transport policy / 
SUMP 
0; 1 The transport policy is the key strategic sectoral policy document, it is monitored whether 
such a policy exists (1) or not (0) in a city. 
Regular use of a transport model 0; 1 If a city uses a transport model to support decision-making processes (indicating the city’s 
analytical approach to planning), the value is 1. If the city uses it only for specific 
occasions/documents or never, the value is 0.  
Existence of long-term planning 
(aims set beyond 2020) 
0;1;2 If the city sets a goal which might be quantitatively measured in a time horizon beyond 
2020, the value is 2; if there are aims targeted until 2020, the value is 1; if the city defines 
goals only within a period shorter than 2020, the value is 0. 
Number of local governments 
since 2008 
1 to 4 The number of local governments governing the city between 2008 and 2012 (this is an 
approximation of the stability of local governments, how many extraordinary elections took 
place). The higher the governmental stability is, the higher probability for consistent 
political decisions – reflecting the same direction which simply means a great chance for 
continuity of planning without any major turbulences.    
Structured allocation of financial 
resources 
0;1;2 If the city has a stable fund for reaching a sustainable transport goal in the next years, the 
value is 2; if there are financial plans for the future with a calculated budget but no stable 
funds, the value is 1; if there are no financial analyses for future expenditures to reach goals 
(or they are not publicly accessible), the value is 0.  
Structured allocation of human 
resources 
0;1;2 If the city has created new positions for reaching its transport goals, the value is 2; if there 
are plans for the future about how many new positions will be created, the value is 1; if 
there are no plans regarding human resources for reaching transport goals, the value is 0. 
Active communication with local 
politicians 
1 to 4 The number of ways in which local politicians are actively involved in decision-making 
and promotion of CIVITAS. The options are: involvement in routine decisions; personal 
communication on specific issues whenever needed; communication during various 
committee and working group meetings; politicians presenting CIVITAS in the media and 
discussions with the public. 
Involvement of the public using 
various approaches and tools 
1 to 8 The number of ways in which the public is informed about CIVITAS. The options are 
campaigns, web pages on sustainable transport/CIVITAS, specialised web pages (cycling, 
public transport, car-sharing, barrier-free urban environment / disabled people, other), 
public discussions, electronic discussions, communication with the public via 
email/phone/letter/face to face, workshops with transportation specialists, presentations in 
the media – TV/radio/press. 
Regular revisions of strategies 
and documents  
0;1;2 If there are periodic revisions (e.g., every 4 years) of at least one specific document, the 
value is 2; if some but irregular revisions are planned, the value is 1; otherwise it is 0. 
 
The values attained by each indicator for the analyzed cities are normalized; it means that the value of each indicator 
is transformed to the interval <0;1>. The criteria used are maximizing, i.e., the higher the value the better: 1 = the best, 
0 = the worst. This makes comparison of values between different indicators possible. 
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Since the IPE indicators may differ in their importance, their relative weights were estimated. Eight experts on 
sustainable mobility from the CIVITAS POINTER consortium4 filled in a questionnaire where the 10 indicators 
described above were compared according to their importance. We obtained data allowing us to apply two methods 
of weight calculation: (i) average values based on experts’ evaluation of each indicator, and (ii) a pair comparison – a 
comparison of indicators within each pair of indicators. 
The values obtained are presented in Table 2. Generally speaking, both the methods brought similar results 
regarding the range (relative importance) of indicators, but the pair comparison method is able to discern even slighter 
differences between the weights. That is why we use the values obtained by this method in our further analysis. 
The indicator of existence of a transport policy was identified by the experts as the most important, followed by 
the indicators of long-term planning and planning of financial resources. On the contrary, the number of governments, 
active use of a transport model and regular revisions of strategies and policies were assessed as less important 
indicators5. 
Table 2. Comparison of the weights of the Index of Policy Environment indicators using two methods of calculation 
(BrĤhová-Foltýnová et al., 2013). 
Indicator Average Pair comparison 
Number of policies 0.11 0.11 
Existence of a transport policy 0.14 0.17 
Active use of a traffic model 0.08 0.06 
Long-term planning beyond 2020 0.12 0.14 
Number of local governments 0.07 0.03 
Planning of financial resources 0.11 0.13 
Planning of human resources 0.09 0.09 
Active communication with local politicians 0.09 0.09 
Involvement of public – variety of approaches 0.10 0.11 
Regular revisions of strategies and policies 0.09 0.07 
3. Data collection 
Data on policy environment were collected using semi-structured face-to-face interviews with 25 CIVITAS Plus 
cities’ representatives between the summer of 2011 and the summer of 2012. After that, answer sheets were filled in 
and verified by the respondents from the cities via e-mail. The CIVITAS Plus projects and cities are the following:  
 
x ARCHIMEDES (Aalborg, Brighton & Hove, San Sebastian, Iasi, Monza, Ústí nad Labem) 
x ELAN (Ljubljana, Gent, Porto, Brno, Zagreb) 
x MIMOSA (Bologna, Funchal, Utrecht, Gdansk, Tallinn) 
x MODERN (Craiova, Brescia, Vitoria-Gasteiz, Coimbra) 
x RENAISSANCE (Szczecinek, Perugia, Bath, Gorna Oryahovitsa, Skopje) 
 
 
4 The CIVITAS POINTER consortium consisted from: TNO (Nederlandse Organisatie voor Toegepast Natuurwetenschappelijk Onderzoek), 
TRT Trasporti e Territorio SRL, Centrum dopravniho vyzkumu, v.v.i, Uniresearch BV, Gopa-Cartermill S.A., University of Southampton. The 
involved experts had professional experience in research and consultancy work from different aspects of sustainable mobility (esp. monitoring, 
assessment and evaluation, statistical analyses of sustainable mobility indicators, mobility management, urban collective transport etc.). 
5 To analyse the influence of the weights on IPE values, we applied a sensitivity analysis. Our results indicate that no indicator is so important 
to be able to substantially change the value of the aggregated Index of Policy Environment or the final ranking of the CIVITAS Plus cities based 
on IPE values. That is why it can be assumed that there are no dominant indicators distorting the final results of the IPE calculation. 
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The questionnaire was structured carefully to provide us with both quantitative and qualitative data. It consisted of 
7 parts (A to G). Part A focused on the existence of various relevant strategic documents in the city and use of transport 
software (models) for political decisions. Part B was the longest one. It contained a set of questions which were the 
same for each CIVITAS thematic category6. The questions focused on the existence of different strategic documents 
for the specific thematic category, formulation of policy goals in the particular area of sustainable mobility, allocation 
of financial and human resources for reaching these goals, and what measures relevant for the specific thematic 
category had been implemented by the city outside of CIVITAS. 
Part C was dedicated to communication with key stakeholders regarding CIVITAS measures and their 
implementation. The following stakeholder groups were recognized: local politicians, regional politicians, national 
politicians, and other stakeholders (the public/citizens). There was a specific part (D) that focused on collection of 
hard-to-access context data describing the city. Questions on the local government (political parties), local elections, 
and transport data (such as modal split, car ownership rate, integration of public transport and transport accidents) 
were concentrated in this part. The last three parts (E, F, G) asked about the respondent, the interview duration and the 
interviewer. 
4. Improved planning in CIVITAS Plus cities 
In this chapter, we present some results of the qualitative research focused on the structure of policy documents in 
cities. We focus first on SUMPs and then on other relevant policy documents which cities have prepared.  
A SUMP or a sector transport policy exists in 20 out of 25 cities. CIVITAS Plus projects have contributed 
substantially to the creation of such policy documents, because five cities in New EU Member States (Skopje, Gorna 
Oryahovitsa, Ústí nad Labem, Ljubljana, and Szczecinek) have prepared such a sector document as part of their 
CIVITAS Plus project7. 
There are regional differences within the European Union in tackling sectoral transport policies. Several EU 
Member States have approved legislation to push cities to prepare specific sectoral policies on transportation. Within 
CIVITAS Plus, three countries have particular experience with such a coordinated approach at the national / regional 
level: Italy, the United Kingdom and Belgium. Most of the other European countries miss any legislation on SUMPs. 
French cities did not participate in Civitas Plus, but France should be mentioned for its good legislative basis for 
preparation and implementation of SUMPs (PDUs) which was inspiring with its content also for Civitas Plus cities. 
A range of other documents was created as part of CIVITAS Plus projects, too. They are, e.g., the City Bike Plan 
in Monza, which is considered a starting point for bicycle transport improvements, together with a document about 
construction criteria for cycling routes; cycling and walking policies in Bologna, Brescia and Ljubljana; policies on 
freight transport in Aalborg and Vitoria-Gasteiz; policy documents on improvement of public transport services in 
Brno and Brescia; and preparation of travel plans in Coimbra and Donostia-San Sebastián.  
Furthermore, a range of studies used for development of policy documents were prepared, and several policies 
were updated or revised. They include an improvement to the Funchal master plan and the Joint Local Transport Plan 
in Bath and revision of policies in Craiova.  
CIVITAS has been contributing substantially to the systematic planning and improvement of documents in its 
CIVITAS Plus demonstration cities8, influencing the kind of implemented measures and awareness raising among 
decision-makers, but it also serves as an arena for exchange of experience and inspiration among cities. 
 
 
6 CIVITAS Plus projects distinguished measures among the following thematic categories: (1) alternative fuels and clean and energy-efficient 
vehicles (45 measures); (2) high-quality energy-efficient passenger transport (43 measures); (3) economic-based demand management strategies 
(29 measures); (4) mobility management, communication and education (53 measures); (5) safety and security (33 measures); (6) mobility services 
for energy-efficient vehicle use (38 measures); (7) energy-efficient freight distribution (20 measures); (8) innovative transport telematics systems 
(48 measures). 
7 Because a SUMP definition may differ among EU Member States, in our analysis we generally define a SUMP as a document that is sector-
wide and tries to reflect the other sectors of the economy and all transport modes and involves the public and other relevant stakeholders during its 
preparation. 
8 A demonstration city is a city that is actively involved in a CIVITAS project supported financially by the EC. 
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5. Index of Policy Environment 
The quantitative part of our research is based on a calculation of the Index of Policy Environment (hereinafter, the 
IPE). In sub-chapter 5.1, we present the results of the IPE calculation and then in sub-chapter 5.2, we use these results 
to find any relationships between them and other cities’ characteristics. 
5.1. Results of IPE calculation 
The values of the IPE of the CIVITAS Plus cities vary between 0.24 and 0.81. The highest values are reached by 
Aalborg (Denmark), followed by Donostia-San Sebastián and Vitoria-Gasteiz (both in Spain). The fourth position 
belongs to Iasi (Romania), which is the New EU Member city with the highest IPE, followed by Brno (Czech 
Republic) and Bath (UK). Aalborg received high values especially for the existence of a transport policy, long-term 
planning, variety of policies, and involvement of the public. Vitoria-Gasteiz received a high score for the existence of 
a transport policy, long-term planning, and planning of financial resources, Donostia-San Sebastián also for the 
existence of a transport policy, long-term planning, variety of policies, communication with the public and regular 
revision of strategies and policies.  
On the contrary, the lowest values are calculated for Zagreb (Croatia), Monza (Italy), and Tallinn (Estonia). The 
following figure summarizes the weighted IPE values for all the CIVITAS Plus cities with marked values of the IPE 
indicators. 
 
Fig. 2. Calculation of the Index of Policy Environment (BrĤhová-Foltýnová et al., 2013) 
When we sum the non-weighted values of all the CIVITAS Plus cities for each indicator, the highest value is 
reached by the indicators of existence of a transport policy (totalling 20.0), the number of local governments (19.75), 
and the variety of ways of involving the public (16.57). It means that most of the analysed cities prepare a sectoral 
transport policy, do not face dramatic changes in city representatives (elections usually take place as planned) and use 
various approaches to contact different stakeholders. 
On the contrary, the indicators of planning of human resources (3.0), active use of a transport model (11.0), and 
active communication with local politicians (11.67) obtain the lowest values among the CIVITAS Plus cities. It seems 
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that the analysed cities do not pay more attention to planning of human resources9 (however, planning of human 
resources was not considered very important by experts either), and that communication with and involvement of local 
politicians could still be better. Detailed human resources plans are often missing; we can only speculate why. It is 
probably because no new positions are connected with implementation of policies and strategies, and if so, cities may 
use outsourcing. Some cities try to use their own staff for all the work (such as Bologna), but many cities are used to 
outsourcing some specific tasks. A special case occurred in Craiova, where a close cooperation between the city hall 
and the university regarding highly skilled tasks (especially information technologies) exists. 
When we compare the weighted values of all CIVITAS Plus cities for each indicator, it reveals that the cities were 
the most successful regarding the existence of a transport policy, involvement of the public and long-term planning. 
Low values were calculated for the indicators of planning of human resources, the number of local governments and 
active use of a transport model. 
 
Table 3. Comparison of values of the IPE indicator for all the 25 CIVITAS Plus cities (BrĤhová-Foltýnová et al., 2013) 
Indicator Non-weighted sum Weighted sum 
Number of policies 14.80 16.03 
Existence of a transport policy 20.00 33.89 
Active use of a traffic model 11.00 6.42 
Long-term planning beyond 2020 12.50 17.71 
Number of local governments 19.75 5.49 
Planning of financial resources 12.00 15.33 
Planning of human resources 3.00 2.67 
Active communication with local politicians 11.67 10.69 
Involvement of public – variety of approaches 16.57 18.87 
Regular revisions of strategies and policies 13.00 9.39 
 
5.2. Regression analysis 
Having calculated the values of the Index of Policy Environment and its indicators, we can apply regression 
analysis to analyze the relationships between them and (i) selected characteristics of cities and (ii) success of 
implementation of CIVITAS Plus measures. Here we show some of the most interesting findings.  
We compare the values of the indicators of strategic (long-term) planning and modal split. The normalized values 
of long-term planning can reach the value of 1 (planning beyond 2020)10, 0.5 (planning till 2020)11, and 0 (planning 
only in a short-term time dimension up to 2020)12. Our results indicate that the share of cars declines with higher 
 
 
9 This was probably at least partly influenced by the financial crisis. Cities usually struggled for a limited amount of financial resources and a 
limited possibility to hire new experts. Subcontracting of experts was mentioned as a possible solution by some of the interviewed cities. 
10 The following CIVITAS Plus cities reached this value: Aalborg, Tallinn, Brno, Gent, Bath, and Vitoria-Gasteiz. 
11 The following CIVITAS Plus cities reached this value: Funchal, Skopje, Gorna Oryahovitsa, Brescia, Utrecht, Gdansk, Ljubljana, Szczecinek, 
Donostia-San Sebastian, Iasi, and Zagreb. 
12 The following CIVITAS Plus cities reached this value: Monza, Craiova, Porto, Ústí nad Labem, Bologna, Perugia, Brighton and Hove, and 
Coimbra. 
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values of the indicator of long-term planning (see Table 4 and Figure 3). On the contrary, the share of active transport13 
(walking and cycling) rises substantially with better long-term planning. Surprisingly, the share of public transport in 
modal split is not substantially influenced14. These results do not necessarily say that cities with long-term planning 
have a more sustainable modal split. However cities with long-term planning from our sample have on average a 
higher share of active transport and a lower share of cars than those with lower values of the indicator of long-term 
planning. 
 
Table 4. Relationships between the time horizon of planning and transport modes. 
 Cars Active Public transport 
Long-term 
planning 
Median Mean Median Mean Median Mean 
0 60,0 53,7 15,1 17,1 21,0 25,3 
1 42,1 42,5 25,0 29,8 26,0 27,4 
2 29,0 36,7 35,0 40,4 19,0 20,9 
 
 
13 Cycling and walking are usually chosen for shorter distances; they even seem to be competitive modes on distances up to 1 km (Vandenbulcke 
et al., 2011). That is why we analyse walking and cycling jointly in one category. If we look at the active transport modes separately the data 
indicate the same relationships between the transport modes and the indicator of the long-term planning, as for both of them jointly. 
14 To check the results we applied a regression analysis. We found out that the described pattern is not driven by differences between countries. 
The differences in public transport shares on modal split between cities with different planning horizons are not statistically significant. 
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Fig. 3. Relationships between the time horizon of planning and modal split (BrĤhová-Foltýnová et al., 2013) 
Similarly, we can analyze the relationships between the indicator of the share of university-educated population 
and the Index of Policy Environment (see the next figure). Our results indicate that the value of the IPE increases with 
the share of university-educated population. This might suggest that better-educated population makes better planning 
and communication with the public (and the public is more active and interested in public matters). But there might 
also be influences of other factors, e.g., economically more developed cities have a higher share of university-educated 
population and make more sophisticated, longer-term planning, etc. That is why this issue requires further research. 
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Fig. 4. Relationships between the share of university-educated population and IPE (BrĤhová-Foltýnová et al., 2013) 
As a further step, we try to analyze the results of measure implementation. It is quite difficult to find any 
quantifiable indicator of the success of measure implementation, which is why we analyze the status of measures at 
the end of the implementation phase labelled with ‘flags‘ according to internal Periodic Project Report 4 (the statuses 
were given by cities themselves and verified by the POINTER project). The ´flags´ can be red, yellow or green. The 
red one indicates that the measure implementation was quite problematic and none of the planned outputs were 
reached, the yellow one indicates some problems with the final implementation which can be easily solved, and the 
green flag stands for a successful implementation. An independent variable is calculated as a rate of red and green 
flags received for all measures implemented in one city at the end of the project. In this way, we are able to reflect the 
number of measures implemented in one city and the rate between those successfully and unsuccessfully implemented. 
A regression analysis of this rate and the Index of Policy Environment shows that there is a negative linear 
relationship between these two variables (see Figure 5). It means that the cities with a higher value of the IPE also 
have a lower share of red and yellow flags, i.e., a higher share of successfully implemented measures. In this way, we 
are able to confirm a relationship between the quality of policy environment and successful implementation of 
measures. 
 
 
Fig. 5. Success of measure implementation and IPE (BrĤhová-Foltýnová et al., 2013) 
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When taking into account the whole process of measure implementation (tracking the flags of measures during the 
whole process15), the relationship is even stronger. Figure 6 illustrates that the higher the value of the IPE in the 
respective city, the higher the share of green flags suggesting successful implementation of measures. 
 
 
Fig. 6. Success of measure implementation and communication with stakeholders (BrĤhová-Foltýnová et al., 2013) 
6. Discussion 
In our analysis, we have challenged several methodological caveats. 
Policy environment is a complex problem and if we want to analyze it we must simplify it. For purpose of our 
analysis we focused mainly on two aspects of the policy environment: (1) the decision-making processes and policy 
documents available to cities, incl. political stability at the local level, and (2) communication with relevant 
stakeholders. It is difficult to measure quality of the decision making processes and policies, the quality aspect was 
therefore measured indirectly (as the number and comprehensiveness of sustainable mobility topics targeted in policies 
on paper). Indicators of communication with stakeholders focused above all on politicians and the public. One of the 
referees pointed out that there are groups of stakeholders who might influence the policy environment of cities as well 
(public bureaucrats, advocacy groups and industry groups). As there are no specific data regarding these influential 
groups we leave it for further research. 
Even if there is a policy document of a high quality, it may not be implemented. Some cities have prepared a policy 
document but it is not approved yet. In this case, we treated such cities as if they had one. If the cities’ respondents 
thought the document had no political support, we treated the cities as ones without a policy document. 
Furthermore, policy indicators are usually inherently qualitative, so it is a necessity to find a way how to objectively 
verify them. For some of them we used a nominal scale (exists / exists partly / absence of a policy; planning goals till 
2015 / 2020 / longer than 2020). Two of the indicators expressed a number of policies / approaches to involve the 
public. 
Policies operate at different levels. Within the same country, policies can be enacted at different levels and in 
different processes. The national legislation and executive bodies substantially influence the regional and local levels 
and this together with country-specific issues makes a cross-country comparison even more difficult. Similarly, the 
tradition of approaches to the public may differ. During the interviews, different categories of policies were described 
so that cities could find the appropriate category irrespective of different names of the documents and better 
comparable even among countries. 
 
 
15 Every measure received a flag in total 6 times during the CIVITAS Plus project. 
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In some circumstances, policy may include unwritten rules of conduct. Sometimes, unwritten practices govern 
decision-makers more than published policies or norms do. They are connected closely with the policy and decision-
making culture in the city / country. However, we were not able to analyze them more deeply.  
Our research focus was on policy documents actively used by cities, or those with which our respondents were 
familiar. There may be documents, especially those of a partial importance, which were probably not included in our 
analysis. However, the existence of policy documents was analyzed by only one of the 10 indicators and as was shown 
by our sensitivity analysis, this potential inaccuracy does not influence our final results. 
Integration of sustainable mobility planning with land-use planning is important and is one of the elements of 
Sustainable Urban Mobility Plans (Wefering et al., 2013). However this aspect is missing in the suggested Index of 
Policy Environment. It is because it is difficult to quantify it objectively. This is therefore a task for our future research. 
7. Conclusions and recommendations for further research 
The presented analysis is a part of the CIVITAS POINTER research on policy assessment, which is why CIVITAS 
Plus cities and measures are the main focus of this paper. In spite of that, we tried to obtain a more complex picture 
of the cities and their policy environments in relation with sustainable mobility than ‘only’ CIVITAS. 
Our findings indicate that policy environment influences the implementation process of sustainable mobility 
measures though the effect is not fatal and usually does not prevent the measure implementation. 
According to some findings, transport modes may have different sensitivity to particular aspects of policy 
environment. For example, long-term planning influences the share of active transport the most and, on the contrary, 
the sensitivity of the share of public transport on modal split is the lowest. 
The sample in our analysis – 25 CIVITAS Plus cities – is limited and not representative among European cities; 
nevertheless the suggested methodology provides us with useful information about these active cities. An enlargement 
of the sample could bring further valuable arguments for decision-makers. 
More research is still needed in this field. Our recommendations for further research include above all: 
 
x Deeper analysis of the relationships between the number and structure of policy documents a city uses and 
quality of these policies; 
x Deeper analysis of how to reflect the long-term planning; and 
x Deeper analysis of how to integrate planning towards sustainable mobility with land-use planning. 
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